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Staff Development and the Process of
Teacher Change

THOMAS R. GUSKEY
University of Kentucky

ABSTRACT: Thas article presents a model that describes the process of teacher
change, particularly through staff development programs. The model suggests a
temporal sequence of events that s hypothesized to typify the process from staff
development to enduring change in teachers’ perceptions and attitudes. Research
evidence supporting the model is summarized and the conditions under which
change might be facilitated are described. Several principles for enhancing the
change process to improve staff development efforts are also outlined.

High quality staff development is
a central component in nearly every
proposal for improving education.
Because teachers today remain in
their positions for longer periods of
time, and fewer new teachers enter
the field, improvements in our
schools will clearly require enhance-
ment of the professional skills of
present staff members.

The proposed staff development
programs vary widely in context
and format, yet they generally
share a common purpose. Specific-
ally, staff development programs
are designed to ‘“‘alter the profes-
sional practices, beliefs, and
understanding of school persons
toward an articulated end’’ (Griffin,
1983, p. 2). In most cases, that end
is the improvement of student
learning. In other words, staff
development programs are a sys-
tematic attempt to bring about
change—change in the classroom
practices of teachers, change in
their beliefs and attitudes, and
change in the learning outcomes of
students.

This article presents a perspec-
tive on the nature of these three
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areas of change and the conditions
under which they take place. It
examines the order of occurrence of
these change events and how spe-
cific types of change might be facil-
itated and sustained. A model for
viewing change in teachers is pro-
posed in hopes of clarifying aspects
of that change process. In addition,
the implications of this model for
the practice of staff development
are considered in light of current
research.

Historical Context

Staff development efforts in
American schools can be traced to
the initiation of the Teacher In-
stitutes in the early 19th century
(Richey, 1957). But instead of a
history characterized by steady
progress based on advances in our
knowledge and understanding, the
history of staff development is
characterized primarily by disorder,
conflict, and criticism.

Nearly every major work on the
topic of staff development has em-
phasized the failings of these ef-
forts. For example, Corey (1957)
stressed that while there was
strong evidence of a growing need
for continuing professional develop-
ment among school persons, it was
also apparent that ‘“much of what
goes for inservice education is un-
inspiring and ineffective” (p. 1).
Davies (1967) offered an even stron-

ger condemnation in his testimony
before the Senate Subcommittee on
Education. He concluded, ‘““Inser-
vice education is the slum of Amer-
ican education—disadvantaged,
poverty stricken, neglected, psycho-
logically isolated, riddled with ex-
ploitation, broken promises, and
conflict” (cited in Rubin, 1971, p.
38).

In recent years, advances in re-
search on effective schools and the
variables that contribute to instruc-
tional effectiveness have increased
attention on the need for high qual-
ity staff development programs
(see, e.g., Bloom, 1976; Brophy,
1979; McDonald & Elias, 1976;
Medley, 1977). However, relatively
few such programs have been forth-
coming. In fact, as recently as 1983,
Howey and Vaughan described the
current practice of staff develop-
ment as

...a potentially well-supported (in
terms of resources) enterprise that
is fragmented, not frequently en-
gaged in on a continuing basis by
practitioners, not regarded very
highly as it is practiced, and rarely
assessed in terms of teacher behavior
and student learning outcomes (p.
97).
Other reports by Flanders (1980),
Harris, Bessent, and Mclntyre
(1969), Howey and Joyce (1978),
Lawrence (1974), McLaughlin and
Marsh (1978), Rubin (1978), Wag-
staff and McCullough (1978), and
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Wood and Thompson (1980) have
been equally dismal.

Undoubtedly a variety of factors
contribute to the ineffectiveness of
most staff development efforts.
However, it could be hypothesized
that the majority of programs fail
because they do not take into ac-
count two critical factors: what
motivates teachers to engage in
staff development, and the process
by which change in teachers typ-
ically takes place.

Although it is true that teachers
are usually ‘‘required” by certifica-
tion or contractual agreements to
take part in various forms of staff
development, most teachers engage
in staff development because they
want to become better teachers. Staff
development is generally seen as
one of the most promising and most
readily available routes to growth
on the job (Fullan, 1982). Not only
is it a way to combat boredom and
alienation, but it also presents a
pathway to increased competence
and greater professional satisfac-
tion.

The Rand Corporation’s Change
Agent Study showed clearly that
teachers participate in staff devel-
opment activities primarily because
they believe such activities will help
them to become better teachers.
Extrinsic rewards such as extra pay
were found to have no effect on
teachers’ motivation toward staff
development (Berman & McLaugh-
lin, 1978).

How is becoming a better teacher
defined? For the vast majority of
teachers, becoming a better teacher
means enhancing the learning out-
comes of their students. McLaugh-
lin and Marsh (1978) report that, “A
primary motivation for teachers to
take on extra work and other per-
sonal costs of attempting change is
the belief that they will become bet-
ter teachers and their students will
benefit” (p. 75).

Similarly, Harootunian and Yar-
gar (1980) found in their study of
teachers’ perceptions of success
that “regardless of teaching level,
most teachers define their success
in terms of their pupils’ behaviors
and activities, rather than in terms
of themselves or other criteria” (p.
4). Lortie (1975) found the same to
be true in his study of teachers in
Five Towns.
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Clearly, teachers are attracted to
staff development programs be-
cause they believe these activities
can potentially expand their knowl-
edge and skills, contribute to their
growth, and enhance their effec-
tiveness with students. But it is also
clear that teachers carry with them
to staff development programs a
very pragmatic orientation. What
they hope to gain through staff
development programs are specific,
concrete, and practical ideas that
directly relate to the day-to-day
operation of their classrooms.

Studies have shown that staff
development activities undertaken
in isolation from teachers’ ongoing
classroom responsibilities seldom
have much impact on teaching prac-
tices or student learning (Doyle &
Ponder, 1977; Zigarmi, Betz, & Jen-
sen, 1977). Therefore, to be effec-
ive, a staff development program
must offer teachers practical ideas
that can be efficiently used to di-
rectly enhance desired learning out-
comes in students.

A second important factor that
many staff development programs
fail to consider is related to the pro-
cess of teacher change. Staff
development efforts frequently at-
tempt to first initiate some form of
change in the beliefs, attitudes, and
perceptions of teachers (Fullan,
1982; Harris, 1980). For example,
many staff developers try to change
teachers’ beliefs about certain
aspects of teaching or the desirabil-
ity of a particular curriculum or
instructional innovation. They pre-
sume that such a change in teach-
ers’ beliefs and atitudes will lead to
specific changes in their classroom
behaviors and practices which, in
turn, will result in improved student
learning.

This perspective on teacher
change evolved largely from a mod-
el developed by early change theo-
rists such as Lewin (1935), who de-
rived many of his ideas about affect-
ing change from psychotherapeutic
models. But current research on
teacher change indicates that the
assumptions of this model may be
inaccurate, at least under the spe-
cial conditions of staff development
for experienced teachers. An alter-
native model that reexamines the
process of teacher change under
these special conditions is neces-

sary, therefore, to guide the devel-
opment of more effective staff de-
velopment programs.

An Alternative Model

As mentioned earlier, the three
major outcomes of staff develop-
ment are change in the classroom
practices of teachers, change in
their beliefs and attitudes, and
change in the learning outcomes of
students. Of particular importance
to the change process and to efforts
to facilitate change, however, is the
order of occurrence of these out-
comes. In what temporal sequence
do these outcomes most frequently
occur?

The relationship among these out-
comes is detailed and very complex.
In addition, the numerous factors
that operate to influence each tend
to snarl the change process (Fullan,
1982). Still, staff development is a
purposeful endeavor. It is a deliber-
ate activity generally undertaken
with specific purposes or goals in
mind. The changes a staff developer
wishes to bring about can usually be
well-defined (Griffin, 1983). Thus,
while the relationship among these
outcomes is undoubtedly reciprocal
to some degree, efforts to facilitate
change must consider the order of
outcomes most likely to result in de-
sired change and the endurance of
that change.

Staff development programs
based on the assumption that
change in teachers’ beliefs and at-
titudes comes first typically empha-
size the importance of gaining some
sense of commitment from teachers
initially. That is, activities are
planned specifically to alter the
beliefs and attitudes of teachers pri-
or to the implementation of a new
program or innovation. Often this
is done by involving teachers in
planning sessions or by surveying
teachers to ensure that the program
is aligned with their stated needs
(Joyce, McNair, Diaz, & McKibbin,
1976).

Certainly teachers should have in-
put in the planning and develop-
ment of new programs. Their ex-
perience and expertise are a valu-
able resource that should not be ig-
nored. But teacher participation in
program planning is not always pos-
sible, particularly on a large scale
(Dawson, 1981; Gersten & Guskey,
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1985; Hood & Blackwell, 1980).
Furthermore, although these activ-
ities may make certain programs or
innovations a bit more palatable to
some teachers, they seldom result
in significant attitude change or
strong commitment from the major-
ity of teachers (Jones & Hayes,
1980).

An alternative perspective on the
teacher change process is illustrated
in Figure 1. The model in this figure
suggests a different temporal se-
quence among the three major out-
comes of staff development. Ac-
cording to the model, significant
change in teachers’ beliefs and at-
titudes is likely to take place only
after changes in student learning
outcomes are evidenced.

The changes in student learning
result, of course, from specific
changes teachers have made in their
classroom practices, for example, a
new instructional approach, the use
of new materials or curricula, or
simply some modification in teach-
ing procedures or classroom format.
Whatever the case, the model posits
that significant change in the beliefs
and attitudes of teachers is contin-
gent on their gaining evidence of
change in the learning outcomes of
their students.

Note that this model is not neces-
sarily novel and does not explain or
account for all of the variables that
might be associated with the teach-
er change process. Its simplicity is
not meant to impugn the complex-
ity of the issues involved or the in-
herent interrelationships among
components. Rather, the model is
offered primarily as an ordered
framework by which to better un-
derstand trends that appear to typ-
ify the dynamics of the teacher
change process.

The perspective on teacher
change presented in this model is
predicated on the idea that change
is a learning process for teachers
that is developmental and primari-
ly experientially based. The instruc-
tional practices most veteran teach-
ers employ are determined and
fashioned to a large extent by their
experiences in the classroom
(Lortie, 1975).

Practices that are found to work,
that is, those that a teacher finds
useful in helping students attain
desired learning outcomes, are re-
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FIGURE 1. A Model of the Process of Teacher Change.

tained; those that do not work are
abandoned. Hence, a key factor in
the endurance of any change in in-
structional practices is demonstra-
ble results in terms of the learning
success of a teacher’s students. Ac-
tivities that are successful tend to
be repeated while those that are not
successful, or for which there is no
tangible evidence of success, are
generally avoided.

Beliefs and attitudes about teach-
ing and instructional practices are
similarly derived, largely from
classroom experience. For example,
a teacher who has been consistently
unsuccessful at helping students
from educationally disadvantaged
backgrounds attain a high standard
of learning is much more likely to
believe they are incapable of aca-
demic excellence than a teacher
who has experienced success in
teaching these students. However,
if the first teacher tried a new in-
structional strategy that success-
fully helped such students learn,
that teacher’s belief likely would
change. The point is that evidence
of improvement (positive change) in
the learning outcomes of students
generally precedes and may be a
prerequisite to significant change in
the beliefs and attitudes of most
teachers.

Note that learning outcomes are
broadly construed in this model to
include not only cognitive and
achievement indexes, but also the
wide range of student affective
characteristics. They can include
students’ scores on teacher-made
quizzes and exams, as well as re-
sults from standardized achieve-
ment tests. But they can also in-
clude students’ attendance, their in-
volvement in class sessions, their
motivation for learning, and their
attitudes toward school, the class,
and themselves. In other words,

learning outcomes include whatever
evidence a teacher uses to judge the
effectiveness of his or her teaching.

According to the model, when
teachers see that a new program or
innovation enhances the learning
outcomes of students in their class-
es; when, for example, they see
their students attaining higher lev-
els of achievement, becoming more
involved in instruction, or express-
ing greater confidence in them-
selves or their ability to learn, then,
and perhaps only then, is significant
change in their beliefs and attitudes
likely to occur.

Support for the Model

Evidence supporting this model
of teacher change comes from sev-
eral different areas. One is ethno-
graphic observations made on the
process of teacher change. For ex-
ample, in summarizing his studies of
teachers and his own classroom ex-
periences, Bolster (1983) empha-
sizes that ideas and principles about
teaching are believed to be true by
teachers only “when they give rise
to actions that ‘work’ ”’ (p. 298). He
argues strongly that what teachers
believe to be true is that which they
have seen work in their own class-
rooms with their students. There-
fore, according to Bolster, efforts to
improve education must begin by
recognizing that teachers’ knowl-
edge of teaching is validated very
pragmatically, and that without ver-
ification from the classroom, atti-
tude change among teachers with
regard to any new program or in-
novation is very unlikely.

The Study of Dissemination Ef-
forts Supporting School Improve-
ments, by Crandall et al. (1982)
offers additional support. This
study examined efforts to imple-
ment 61 innovative practices in
schools and classrooms in 146 dis-
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tricts nationwide. Of particular
interest to Crandall and his associ-
ates was the development of teach-
ers’ commitment to the new prac-
tices. In several instances they
found project managers had tried to
stimulate teachers’ commitment to
the new practices by involving them
in problem-solving and decision-
making prior to implementation.
But in most cases, this was discov-
ered to have deleterious effects.
The new practices typically lost
their effectiveness because they
were altered by teachers beyond
recognition.

In successful improvement ef-
forts, on the other hand, teacher
commitment was found to develop
primarily after implementation took
place. That is, teachers became
committed to the new practices on-
ly after they had actively engaged
in using them in their classrooms
(Crandall, 1983). Again, this sup-
ports the idea that change in teach-
ers’ attitudes takes place primarily
after some change in student learn-
ing has been evidenced.

Another example is Huberman’s
(1981) case study of one school dis-
trict’s efforts to implement the Ex-
emplary Center for Reading In-
struction (ECRI) program. ECRI is
a structured reading program avail-
able through the National Diffusion
Network. According to Huberman,
the first 6 months of program im-
plementation were characterized by
high anxiety and confusion among
most teachers. Then came a period
in which anxiety was reduced but
teachers continued to have prob-
lems relating specific teaching be-
haviors to the underlying rationale
of the new program.

After 6 more months, the major-
ity of teachers had cognitively mas-
tered the individual pieces of ECRI,
but still had “little sense of integra-
tion of separate parts or, more glob-
ally, why certain skills or exercises
are related to specific outcomes.
Concern for understanding the
structure and rationale of the pro-
gram grew as behavioral mastery
over its parts was achieved” (Hub-
erman, 1981, p. 91). Thus, as Fullan
(1985) notes in his summary of this
study, changes in attitudes, beliefs,
and understanding generally fol-
lowed, rather than preceded,
changes in behavior.
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Still other support for the model
comes from research focusing di-
rectly on the process of teacher
change. In several recent investiga-
tions I have sought to determine the
separate effects of inservice train-
ing, the use of new instructional
procedures, and evidence of im-
proved student learning on several
measures of teachers’ beliefs and
attitudes (Guskey, 1979, 1982,
1984). The most recent study in-
volved 117 teachers from two me-
tropolitan school districts, all of
whom volunteered to participate in
a staff development training pro-
gram on mastery learning (Bloom,
1968, 1971). Because of budget con-
straints, participation in the train-
ing program was limited to only
about half the number of teachers
who volunteered. Hence, those who
could not be included served as the
control group for the study.

Of the 52 teachers who were
trained in the use of mastery learn-
ing, 34 used the procedures in their
classes during the first school se-
mester following the training and
gained evidence of improved learn-
ing among their students. These
teachers found that under mastery
learning their students attained
higher scores on course examina-
tions and earned higher course
grades than students in their other
class sections where mastery learn-
ing procedures were not employed.
Ten teachers used the procedures
but found no difference in learning
outcomes among the students in
their class sections, and eight of the
teachers trained never attempted to
use mastery learning procedures in
their classes.

When measures of change in dif-
ferent beliefs and attitudes were
compared among these various
groups of teachers using pretest
and posttest data, an interesting
pattern emerged. Teachers who
used the mastery learning proce-
dures and gained evidence of im-
provement in the learning outcomes
of their students expressed more
positive attitudes toward teaching
and greater personal responsibility
for their students’ learning—similar
to a sense of self-efficacy. In other
words, these teachers came to like
teaching more and felt that they
had a stronger influence on the
learning of their students. This was

a particularly important finding
since many previous studies have
shown that experienced teachers
generally do not view themselves as
causal agents of the performance of
their students (Ashton, Webb, &
Doda, 1983; Cohen, 1972; Johnson,
Baldwin, & Wiley, 1969; Smith &
Goeffrey, 1968).

Similar changes were not experi-
enced, however, by teachers who
did not use the mastery learning
procedures, or by those who did use
the procedures but saw no evidence
of improvement among their stu-
dents. Only teachers who used the
new procedures and gained
evidence of positive change in their
students’ learning expressed these
changes in their beliefs and atti-
tudes. In the absence of such evi-
dence, no significant change in
teachers’ beliefs or attitudes was
found to occur.

Admittedly, generalization of
these results is limited because all
of the teachers were volunteers,
and the number of teachers in two
of the subgroups was relatively
small. But at the same time, the
consistency of these results with
those of the studies mentioned pre-
viously makes a relatively strong
case for the proposed model of
teacher change.

A Similar Model

There is a striking similarity be-
tween the sequence of change
events suggested by this model and
a change model proposed nearly 100
years ago to describe the temporal
relationship between emotion and
behavioral response. In the late
1800s, the psychologist William
James (1890) theorized that the im-
portant factor in an emotion is feed-
back from the bodily changes that
oceur in response to a particular sit-
uation. His theory seemed to con-
flict with commonly held notions
about emotion and human behavior.
Simply stated, James’ theory sug-
gested that we see a bear and run,
therefore we are afraid. Or, if we
slip while descending a staircase,
we grab for the railing first, and
then sense the fear of our near fall.
This theory was also proposed by
the Danish physiologist Carl Lange
and is generally known as the
James-Lange theory.
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The model of teacher change out-
lined here might also seem to con-
flict with commonly held notions
about the nature of educational
change. The model implies that
change in teachers’ beliefs and atti-
tudes is primarily a result, rather
than a cause, of change in the learn-
ing outcomes of students. In the ab-
sence of evidence of positive change
in students’ learning, the model
suggests that significant change in
the beliefs and attitudes of teachers
is very unlikely.

Implications for
Staff Development

Assuming that this model of
teacher change is accurate, what
are its implications for staff devel-
opment? Stemming from the model
are the following three guiding prin-
ciples. Consideration of these prin-
ciples is believed to be essential in
planning effective staff develop-
ment programs that result in signif-
icant and sustained educational im-
provements.

1. Recognize that change is a
gradual and difficult process for
teachers. Learning to be proficient
at something new and finding
meaning in a new way of doing
things requires both time and ef-
fort. Any change that holds great
promise for increasing teachers’
competence and enhancing student
learning is likely to require extra
work, especially when first begin-
ning. The requirements of extra en-
ergy and time can significantly add
to teachers’ workload, even when
release time is provided.

Furthermore, change also brings
a certain amount of anxiety and can
be very threatening. Like practi-
tioners in many other fields, teach-
ers are reluctant to adopt new prac-
tices or procedures unless they feel
sure they can make them work
(Lortie, 1975). To change or to try
something new means to risk fail-
ure. Not only would this be highly
embarrassing, but it also runs coun-
ter to most teachers’ strong com-
mitment to student learning. To
change means to chance the possi-
bility that students might learn less
well than they do under current
practices. Therefore, even when
presented with evidence from the
most carefully designed experimen-
tal studies, teachers do not easily
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alter or discard the practices they
have developed and refined in the
demanding environment of their
own classrooms (Bolster, 1983).

In addition, though teachers are
strongly committed to student
learning and want to do all they can
to improve learning outcomes, they
generally oppose radical alterations
to their present instructional proce-
dures (Mann, 1978). The likelihood
of their implementing a new pro-
gram or innovation depends large-
ly on their judgment of the magni-
tude of change required for imple-
mentation.

Programs or innovations that are
dramatically different from teach-
ers’ current practices or that re-
quire teachers to make major revi-
sions in the way they presently
teach are unlikely to be imple-
mented well, if at all (Doyle &
Ponder, 1977). Therefore, if a staff
development effort is to be success-
ful, it must clearly illustrate how the
new practices can be implemented
incrementally, without too much
disruption or extra work (Sparks,
1983). If a new program does re-
quire that major changes be made,
it is best to ease into its use rather
than expect comprehensive imple-
mentation at once (Fullan, 1985).

It is also important to recognize
that no new program or innovation
will be implemented uniformly.
Teaching and learning are influ-
enced by a multitude of situational
and contextual variables. Hence, an
appropriate balance must be struck
between program fidelity and mu-
tual adaptation considerations (Ber-
man, 1980; Fullan, 1981; Griffin &
Barnes, 1984). Close collaboration
between program developers/re-
searchers and teachers can greatly
facilitate this process and can be ac-
complished in a variety of ways
(Ward & Tikinoff, 1982).

Staff development efforts that
successfully encourage and sustain
change have been found to share
several other common character-
istics as well. First, if a new pro-
gram or innovation is involved, it
must be presented in a clear and ex-
plicit way. It should be explained in
concrete, rather than abstract or
theoretical terms, and should be
aimed at specific (rather than glob-
al) teaching skills (Mazzarella,
1980).

Second, the personal concerns of
teachers must be addressed in a di-
rect and sensitive manner. If teach-
ers are to focus attention on how
the new program or innovation
might benefit their students, they
must first resolve their concerns
about how the new practices will af-
fect them personally (Hall &
Loucks, 1978).

Third, the purveyor of the new
practices must be seen as a credible
person by those responsible for im-
plementation. This person must be
articulate and charismatic, and
must emphasize the practicality of
the new practices. Whether it is
someone from within the system or
an external consultant, it is essen-
tial that this person stress how
these new practices can be practi-
cally and efficiently used (Crandall,
1983).

Although these characteristics
greatly facilitate the implementa-
tion process, it is important to re-
member that very few teachers will
leave a staff development effort
thoroughly convinced that a new
program or innovation will work for
them. But it is hoped that many will
be intrigued enough to try the new
practices, at least on a trial basis,
and will leave the staff development
program with a ‘Well, let’s see”
attitude.

2. Ensure that teachers receive
reqular feedback on student learn-
ing progress. If the use of new prac-
tices is to be sustained and changes
are to endure, teachers must re-
ceive regular feedback on the ef-
fects of these changes on student
learning. It is a human character-
istic that successful actions are rein-
forced while those that are unsuc-
cessful tend to be diminished. Prac-
tices that are new and unfamiliar
will be accepted and retained when
teachers perceive them as having
increased their success with stu-
dents. After all, success and prog-
ress are the very stuff that makes
teaching worthwhile. However, the
new practices will likely be aban-
doned in the absence of any evi-
dence of their positive effects.
Therefore, plans for implementing
a new program or innovation should
include specific procedures by which
teachers can receive evidence of the
effectiveness of their efforts.

In programs involving the imple-
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mentation of mastery learning, for
example, teachers receive this type
of feedback through the regular ad-
ministration of formative tests
(Bloom, Madaus, & Hastings, 1981).
Formative tests are used in mastery
learning primarily to give students
detailed information on their learn-
ing progress. Paired with these
tests are corrective activities de-
signed to help students remedy
their learning errors. But in addi-
tion to the feedback formative tests
offer students, they offer teachers
specific feedback on the effective-
ness of their use of the mastery
learning process.

These regular checks on student
learning provide teachers with di-
rect evidence of the results of their
efforts. They illustrate clearly and
precisely the improvements made in
students’ achievement. Formative
tests can also be used to guide in-
structional revisions, when neces-
sary, so that still other improve-
ments can be attained (Guskey,
1985).

Students’ scores on quizzes and
tests are not the only type of feed-
back indicative of successful learn-
ing outcomes. Stallings (1980) found
that providing teachers with regu-
lar and precise feedback on student
involvement during class sessions
can be very powerful in facilitating
their use of new instructional prac-
tices. Evidence on students’ feel-
ings of confidence or self-worth can
also serve this purpose (Dolan,
1980). Whatever the student learn-
ing outcome employed, it is criti-
cally important to plan some proce-
dure by which teachers can receive
regular feedback on that outcome to
assess the effects of their efforts.
When teachers gain this evidence
and, as a result, see that a new pro-
gram or innovation does work well
in their classrooms, change in their
beliefs and attitudes can and will
follow.

3. Provide continued support and
Jollow-up after the initial training.
If change in teachers’ beliefs and at-
titudes occurred primarily before
implementation of a new program
or innovation, the quality of the in-
itial training would be of utmost im-
portance. But since, as the model
suggests, such change occurs main-
ly after implementation takes place
and evidence of improved student

10

learning is gained, it is continued
support following the initial training
that is most crucial.

Few teachers can move from a
staff development program directly
into the classroom and begin imple-
menting a new program or innova-
tion with success. In most cases,
some time and experimentation are
necessary for teachers to fit the
new practices to their unique class-
room conditions (Berman &
McLaughlin, 1976; Joyce &
Showers, 1980, 1982; Smith &
Keith, 1971). Support during this
period of trial and experimentation
are critically important. Teachers
need ongoing guidance and direc-
tion to make whatever adaptations
may be necessary and at the same
time maintain program fidelity.
Furthermore, they need to know
that assistance is readily available
if problems develop or if unexpected
difficulties are encountered. No
matter how much advance staff de-
velopment occurs, it is when
teachers actually try to implement
a new approach that they have the
most specific concerns and doubts
(Fullan, 1982). Support is also
necessary so that teachers can
tolerate the anxiety of occasional
failures and persist in their im-
plementation efforts (Cogan, 1975).

If a new program or innovation is
to be implemented well, it must be-
come a natural part of teachers’
repertoire of teaching skills.
Especially for program continua-
tion and expansion, teachers must
come to use the new practices al-
most out of habit. If this is to occur,
continued support and encourage-
ment are essential.

This crucial support for teachers
can be offered in a variety of ways.
Joyce and Showers (1982) suggest
that it take the form of coaching—
providing teachers with technical
feedback, guiding them in adapting
the new practices to the needs of
their students, and helping them to
analyze the effects on students. In
other words, coaching is personal,
hands-on, in-classroom assistance.
Joyce and Showers further suggest
that this assistance can be provided
by administators, curriculum super-
visors, college professors, or fellow
teachers.

Simply providing teachers with
opportunities to interact and share

ideas can also be a very valuable
mechanism for support. Little
(1981), for example, found that staff
development programs concerning
new programs and innovations are
most successful when teachers can
regularly discuss their experiences
in an atmosphere of collegiality and
experimentation. For most teach-
ers, having a chance to share per-
spectives and seek solutions to com-
mon problems is extremely bene-
ficial. Similarly, Holly (1982) found
that what teachers like best about
inservice workshops generally is the
opportunity to share ideas with
other teachers.

Follow-up procedures incorporat-
ing coaching or time for collegial
sharing may seem simplistic, parti-
cularly in light of the complex na-
ture of the change process. Still, as
the model suggests, careful atten-
tion to these types of support ap-
pears crucial in facilitating change.

Future Research

The model of teacher change out-
lined here presents a variety of op-
portunities for future research. As
have others in the past (e.g., Ber-
man & McLaughlin, 1978; Fullan,
1982; Hall & Loucks, 1977), it em-
phasizes that change is a process
rather than an event. However, it
is hoped that it will stimulate re-
newed interest in the various com-
ponents of that process, the nature
of the relationship between com-
ponents, and the transition from
one component to the next.

For example, we need to find
more creative ways to help teachers
translate new knowledge into prac-
tice, keeping in mind the problems
related to “working on” rather then
“working with”’ teachers (Ward &
Tikinoff, 1976). Better and more ef-
ficient methods of providing teach-
ers with regular feedback on the
learning progress of their students
also should be identified. The spe-
cific teacher beliefs and attitudes
most crucial to professional growth
and development must be explored,
and better ways of measuring these
variables need to be found. Studies
on these issues offer exciting possi-
bilities. In addition, the findings are
likely to have implications for staff
development efforts at any level of
education.

Note that this model offers a very

Educational Researcher



optimistic perspective on the poten-
tial of staff development. The model
illustrates that although the process
of teacher change is complex, it is
also somewhat orderly. Further-
more, it suggests that careful atten-
tion to that order is likely to facili-
tate change and the endurance of
change. Hence, staff development
programs could potentially be far
more effective and powerful than
they generally have been in the
past. It is hoped that the model out-
lined in this paper offers some direc-
tion for improving staff develop-
ment programs.

References

Ashton, P.T., Webb, R. B., & Doda, N.
(1983). A study of teachers’ sense of
efficacy (Final Report, Contract No.
400-79-0075). Washington, DC: Na-
tional Institute of Education.

Berman, P. (1980). Thinking about pro-
grammed and adaptive implementa-
tion: Matching strategies to situa-
tions. In H. Ingram & D. Mann
(Eds.), Why policies succeed or fail.
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W.
(1976). Implementation of education-
al innovations. Educational Forum,
40, 345-370.

Berman, P., & McLaughlin, M. W.
(1978). Federal programs supporting
educational change. Vol. VIII: Imple-
menting and sustaining innovations.
Santa Monica, CA: Rand Corpor-
ation.

Bloom, B. S. (1968). Learning for mas-
tery. Ewvaluation Comment, 1 (2),
1-12.

Bloom, B. S. (1971). Mastery learning.
In J. H. Block (Ed.), Mastery learn-
wng: Theory and practice. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Bloom, B. S. (1976). Human character-
isties and school learning. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Bloom, B. S., Madaus, G. F., & Hast-
ings, J. T. (1981). Evaluation to im-
prove learning. New York: McGraw-
Hill.

Bolster, A. S. (1983). Toward a more ef-
fective model of research on teach-
ing. Harvard Educational Review,
53, 294-308.

Brophy, J. E. (1979). Teacher behavior
and student learning. Educational
Leadership, 87, 33-38.

Cogan, M. L. (1975). Current issues in
the education of teachers. In K. Ryan
(Ed.), Teacher education. Seventy-

May 1986

Sfourth yearbook of the National Soci-
ety for the Study of Education.
Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

=+ Cohen, E. G. (1972). Sociology and the

classroom: Setting the conditions for
teacher-student interaction. Review
of Educational Research, 42,
441-452.

Corey, S. M. (1957). Introduction. In N.
B. Henry (Ed.), Inservice education.
Fifty-stath yearbook of the National
Society for the Study of Education.
Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Crandall, D. P. (1983). The teacher’s
role in school improvement. Educa-
tional Leadership, 41 (3), 6-9.

Crandall, D. P., Loucks-Horsley, S.,
Bauchner, J. E., Schmidt, W. B.,
Eiseman, J. W., Cox, P. L., Miles, M.
B., Huberman, A. M., Taylor, B. L.,
Goldberg, J. A., Shive, G., Thompson,
C. L., & Taylor, J. A. (1982). People,
policies, and practices: Examining
the chain of school itmprovement. An-
dover, MA: The NETWORK, Inc.

Davies, D. (1967). Notes and working
papers prepared for the Senate Sub-
committee on Education. Cited in L.
J. Rubin (Ed.) (1971). Improving in-
service education: Proposals and pro-
cedures for change (p. 38). Boston:
Allyn & Bacon.

Dawson, J. (1981). Teacher participa-
tion in educational tnnovation: Some
insights into its nature. Philadelphia,
PA: Research for Better Schools.

Dolan, L. J. (1980). The affective corre-
lates of home support, instructional
quality, and achievement. Unpub-
lished doctoral dissertation, Univer-
sity of Chicago.

Doyle, W., & Ponder, G. (1977). The
practical ethic and teacher decision-
making. Interchange, 8 (3), 1-12.

Flanders, G. (1980). Summary report:
Professional development study. Van-
couver: British Columbia Teachers’
Federation.

Fullan, M. (1981). Research on the im-
plementation of educational change.
In R. Corwin (Ed.), Research in
soctology of education and socializa-
tion (Vol. 2). Greenwich, CN: JAI
Press.

Fullan, M. (1982). The meaning of educa-
tional change. New York: Teachers
College Press.

Fullan, M. (1985). Change processes and
strategies at the local level. Elemen-
tary School Journal, 85, 391-421.

Gersten, R., & Guskey, T. R. (1985,

April). From reluctance to commit-
ment: Two studies of evolving teacher
attitudes toward mastery learning.
Paper presented at the annual meet-
ing of the American Educational Re-
search Association, Chicago.

Griffin, G. A. (1983). Introduction: The
work of staff development. In G. A.
Griffin (Ed.), Staff development.
Eighty-second yearbook of the Nation-
al Society for the Study of Education.
Chicago: University of Chicago
Press.

Griffin, G. A., & Barnes, S. (1984).
School change: A craft-derived and
research-based strategy. Teachers
College Record, 86, 103-123.

Guskey, T. R. (1979). Inservice educa-
tion, classroom results, and teacher
change. Unpublished doctoral disser-
tation, University of Chicago.

Guskey, T. R. (1982). The effects of
change in instructional effectiveness
upon the relationship of teacher ex-
pectations and student achievement.
Journal of Educational Research, 75,
345-349.

=+ Guskey, T. R. (1984). The influence of

change in instructional effectiveness
upon the affective characteristics of
teachers. American Educational Re-
search Journal, 21, 245-259.

Guskey, T. R. (1985). Implementing
mastery learning. Belmont, CA:
Wadsworth.

= Hall, G. E., & Loucks, S. (1977). A de-

velopment model for determining
whether the treatment is actually im-
plemented. American Educational
Research Journal, 14, 263-276.

Hall, G. E., & Loucks, S. (1978). Teach-
er concerns as a basis for facilitating
and personalizing staff development.
Teachers College Record, 80, 36-53.

Harootunian, B., & Yargar, G. P. (1980,
April). Teachers’ conceptions of their
own success. Paper presented at the
annual meeting of the American Ed-
ucational Research Association,
Boston.

Harris, B. M. (1980). Improving staff
performance through inservice educa-
tion. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Harris, B. M., Bessent, W., & McIntyre,
K. E. (1969). Inservice education: A
gutde to better practice. Englewood
Cliffs, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Holly, F. (1982). Teachers’ views on in-
service training. Phi Delta Kappan,
63, 417-418.

Hood, P., & Blackwell, L. (1980). The
role of teachers and other school prac-
titioners in decision making and in-

11



};heh l
sycholo
ofyGendgy

ADVANCES
THROUGH
META-
ANALYSIS

edited by Janet Shibley
Hyde and Marcia C.
Linn

“Makes strong substantive
advances and makes the method-
ology accessible to specialists and
students.”—Carol Nagy Jacklin,
Unibversity of Southern California

THE PSYCHOLOGY OF
GENDER presents the latest
findings made possible by meta-
analysis—a statistical technique
that allows for the synthesis of
results from many studies—in
the understanding of psychologi-
cal gender differences. Topics
include aggression, spatial ability,
causal attributions of success and
failure, smiling and gazing, and
influenceability. A featured chap-
ter provides a step-by-step guide
to the methods of meta-analysis
for the beginner.

$35.00

THE

OHNS
HOPKINS
UNIVERSITY
PRESS

701 West 40th Street, Suite 275
Baltimore, Maryland 21211

12

novation. San Francisco: Far West
Laboratory.

Howey, K. R., & Joyce, B. R. (1978). A
data base for future directions in in-
service education. Theory Into Prac-
tice, 27, 206-211.

Howey, K. R., & Vaughan, J. C. (1983).
Current patterns of staff develop-
ment. In G. A. Griffin (Ed.), Staff
development. Evghty-second yearbook
of the National Society for the Study
of Education. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Huberman, M. (1981). ECRI, Masepa,
North Plains: A case study. Andover,
MA: The NETWORK, Inc.

James, W. (1890). The principles of psy-
chology. New York: Holt.

Johnson, T. J., Baldwin, T., & Wiley, D.
E. (1969). The teacher’s perception
and attribution of causation (Final
Report, Project No. 5-1068). Wash-
ington, DC: U.S. Office of Education.

Jones, L. L. & Hayes, A. E. (1980). How
valid are surveys of teacher needs?
Educational Leadership, 37,
390-392.

Joyce, B. R., McNair, K. M., Diaz, R.,
& McKibbin, M. D. (1976). Interviews:
Perceptions of professionals and pol-
icy makers. Stanford, CA: Stanford
Center for Research and Develop-
ment in Teaching, Stanford Uni-
versity.

Joyce, R. B., & Showers, B. (1980). Im-
proving inservice training: The mes-
sages of research. Educational Lead-
ership, 37, 379-385.

Joyce, R. B., & Showers, B. (1982). The
coaching of teaching. Educational
Leadership, 40, 4-10.

Lawrence, G. (1974). Patterns of effec-
tive inservice education. Tallahassee:
Florida Department of Education.

Lewin, K. (1935). A dynamic theory of
personality. New York: McGraw Hill.

Little, J. W. (1981). School success and
staff development: The role of staff de-
velopment inm wurban desegrated
schools. Executive summary. Wash-
ington, D.C: National Institute of
Education.

Lortie, D.C. (1975). Schoolteacher: A
sociological study. Chicago: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press.

Mann, D. (1978). The politics of train-
ing teachers in schools. In D. Mann
(Ed.), Making change happen. New
York: Teachers College Press.

Mazzarella, J. A. (1980). Research syn-
thesis on staff development. Educa-
tional Leadership, 38, 182-185.

McDonald, F. J., & Elias, P. (1976). The

effects of teaching performance on pu-
ptl learning (Vol. 1., Final Report.
Beginning Teacher Evaluation Study,
Phase 2, 1974-1976). Princeton, NJ:
Educational Testing Service.

McLaughlin, M. W., & Marsh, D. D.
(1978). Staff development and school
change. Teachers College Record, 80,
69-93.

Medley, D. M. (1977). Teacher compe-
tence and teacher effectiveness: A re-
view of process-product research.
Washington, DC: American Associa-
tion of Colleges for Teacher Educa-
tion.

Richey, H. G. (1957). Growth of the
modern conception of inservice edu-
cation. In N. B. Henry (Ed.), Inser-
vice education. Fifty-stath yearbook of
the National Society for the Study of
Education. Chicago: University of
Chicago Press.

Rubin, L. J. (Ed.) (1978). The inservice
education of teachers. Boston: Allyn
& Bacon.

Smith, L., & Geoffrey, W. (1968). The
complexities of an urban classroom.
New York: Holt, Rinehart &
Winston.

Smith, L., & Keith, P. (1971). Anatomy
of educational innovation: An organ-
izational analysis of an elementary
school. New York: Wiley.

Sparks, G. M. (1983). Synthesis of
research on staff development for ef-
fective teaching. Educational Lead-
ership, 41 (3), 65-72.

= Stallings, J. (1980). Allocated academic

learning time revisited, or beyond
time on task. Educational Research-
er, 9 (11), 11-16.

Wagstoff, L., & McCullough, T. (1973).
Inservice educators: Education’s di-
saster area. Admanistrators Hand-
book, 21 (8), 1-4.

Ward, B. A., & Tikinoff, W. J. (1976).
An interactive model of research and
development in teaching (Report
76-1). San Francisco: Far West La-
boratory for Educational Research
and Development.

Ward, B. A., & Tikinoff, W. J. (1982).
Collaborative research: Implications
of research for practice. Washington,
DC: National Institute of Education.

Wood, F. H., & Thompson, S. R. (1980).
Guidelines for better staff develop-
ment. Educational Leadership, 37,
374-378.

Zigarmi, P., Betz, L., & Jensen, D.
(1977). Teachers’ preferences in and
perceptions of inservice. Educational
Leadership, 84, 545-551.

Educational Researcher



	Article Contents
	p. 5
	p. 6
	p. 7
	p. 8
	p. 9
	p. 10
	p. 11
	p. 12

	Issue Table of Contents
	Educational Researcher, Vol. 15, No. 5 (May, 1986), pp. 1-31
	Front Matter [pp. 1-4]
	Staff Development and the Process of Teacher Change [pp. 5-12]
	American Educational Research Association, 1987 Annual Meeting Call for Proposals, Washington, DC, April 20-24 [pp. 13-20]
	Information Technology and Education
	Trends in Educational Computing: Decreasing Interest and the Changing Focus of Instruction [pp. 21-26]

	1986 Annual Directory of State and Regional Research Associations [p. 27]
	Classifieds [pp. 28-29]
	Back Matter [pp. 30-31]



